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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1 .1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 
1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been 
withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on January 17, 2008 
has been entered. 

Claims 1-4,6-14,1 6-21 , and 23-25 are pending. 



Claim Objections 

Claims 21 , 23, 24, and 25 objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 20 is 
directed to "a computer readable medium" whereas dependent claims 21 , 23, 24, and 
25 are directed to "the computer program product". 

In order to avoid the inconsistent claim language, the examiner recommends amending 
claim 20 to reference "A computer program product tangibly embodied in a computer 
recordable medium, wherein the computer program product..." {emphasis added, see 
35 U.S.C. 101 rejection below). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 



The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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Claim 16 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards 
as the invention. 

Claim 16 recites the limitation "The method of claim 11" in line 1. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

Claims 20, 21, 23, 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. The claimed invention is 
directed to "A computer readable medium having a computer program product tangibly 
embodied therein", however, the applicant's specification provides evidence that the 
computer readable medium is intended to comprise transmission media and software 
embodiments (see page 24, "Examples of computer readable media include... 
transmission-type media, wired or wireless communications links using transmission 
forms, such as, for example, radio frequency and light wave transmissions. The 
computer readable media may take the form of coded formats that are decoded for 
actual use in a particular data processing system"), which is non-statutory subject 
matter under 35 U.S.C 1 01 . 

In order to overcome the 35 U.S.C. 101 rejection the examiner recommends the 
applicant amend the claim to refer to "a computer recordable medium", which is properly 
supported in applicant's specification on page 24: "Examples of computer readable 
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media include recordable-type media, such as a floppy disk, a hard disk drive 
CD-ROMs, and DVD ROMs". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-3, 8-13, 18-21 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Agapiev (US 2002/0120714) in further view of Caulfield (US 
6421943), in further view of Gonzalez et al. (US 6,260,041), hereafter referred to as 
Gonzalez. 

A per claims 1 Agapiev teaches receiving a request from an application (see 
client [application], Fig. 2, ref. 200, and If 0064), wherein the request identifies one or 
more information items ("conducting a search", If 0060-0061, "the search phase begins 
by receiving a request from the client including a designation of sites to be search" and 
"parameter variables", see If 0073 'which are instantiated in response to the request', 
i.e. the user can search used cars for sale on the Internet using parameter variables 
such as "Volkswagon Pasat"); determining an information provider (content server, Fig. 
4, ref. 406a-406d) for a given information item within the one or more information items 
(If 0008, 1T0054 and 1T0073, wherein the content servers correspond to the designation 



Page 4 
, a RAM, 



Application/Control Number: 10/612,703 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2153 

of sites to be search); retrieving the given information item from the information provider 
("conducting a search" ^ 0060-0061 ), wherein the step of retrieving the given 
information item includes generating a retrieval client ("generating a search agent", see 
U 0057 i.e. "web crawler, spider, or bot", 1f0094 and U 0073, "the search methodology is 
then implemented in code in the customized search agent to enable subsequent 
searching of that site by a user"), wherein the retrieval client retrieves the given 
entitlement information item from the information provider ("conducting a search" ^ 
0060-0061) forming a response ("aggregate result", see [0054]), wherein the response 
includes the one or more information items ("a single, aggregate result", see [0054]); 
and returning the response to the application (see "receive a single, aggregate result", 
see [0054]). 

Agapiev does not expressly receiving a request, for access decision information 
from an application, wherein the request identifies a plurality of entitlement information 
items for an entity and an identity of the entity. 

However, in the same art of network searching, Caulfield teaches a automated 
system for performing a background checks over a communications network. The 
system includes a webpage (hosted on a web server) for receiving from a client 
workstation (i.e. application) request for access decision information concerning the 
purchase of a firearm. After entering log-in information, a user will request criminal (and 
possibly other relevant) records (read as a plurality of entitlement information items) 
providing information identifying the firearm purchaser (an identity of the entity). Upon 
receiving the request the web server then retrieves the requested information from a 



Application/Control Number: 10/612,703 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2153 

remote server, via the communications network, to determine whether the purchaser 
may or may not purchase the firearm (see col. 9, line 65-col. 10, line 45). 

One of skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings of 
Agapiev with the teachings of Caulfield in order to utilizing the system described by 
Agapiev to collect access decision information concerning the purchaser of a firearm. 

Agapeiv further does not teach determining a given information provider for each 
one of the plurality of entitlement information items to form a plurality of information 
providers (read as determining more than one information provider that provides said 
information) wherein the step of retrieving the given entitlement information item from 
each one of the plurality of information includes generating a retrieval client for each 
one of the plurality of information providers to form a plurality of retrieval clients {read as 
creating a plurality of retrieval clients to search said information providers for said given 
information) wherein each one of the retrieval clients retrieves entitlement information 
from a given one of the plurality of information providers that it is associated with (read 
as retrieving the information using the retrieval clients); 

However, in the same art of distributed searching, Gonzales teaches the use of a 
plurality of 'bots' (read as retrieval clients) wherein each bot may be configured to 
search a specific resource location (read as an information provider) for retrieving 
desired search information requested by a client application (see col. 1, lines 42-57, col. 
2, line 21-col. 3, line 19 and claim 3). 
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One of skill in the art would have been motivated to modify the teachings of 
Agapiev, Caulfield, and Gonzalez for generating a plurality of search agents, wherein 
each of the plurality of search agents then searches for entitlement information (i.e. 
criminal and possibly other relevant records) from a specific information provider. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to generate a more comprehensive search of 
entitlement information. 

As per claim 2 Agapiev in view of Caulfield further teaches caching the retrieved 
given entitlement information item in a local storage (Agapiev ^ 0096). 

As per claim 3 Agapiev in view of Caulfield further teaches identifying a cached 
entitlement information item within the one or more entitlement information item; and 
retrieving the cached entitlement information item from a local storage (Agapiev If 
0096). 

As per claim 8, Agapiev in view of Caulfield teaches the invention substantially as 
claimed as noted above. Furthermore, Caulfield teaches wherein the application (read 
as the user application, i.e. network browser) is an access manager that is operatively 
coupled to a web server (website) that receives the entity requests from the entity 
across a network (Caulfield, see, col. 9, line 65-col. 10, line 45). 
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The same motivation that was utilized for combining Agapiev and Caulfield in 
claim 1 applies equally well to claim 8. 

As per claim 9, Agapiev in view of Caulfield teaches the invention substantially as 
claimed as noted above. Furthermore, Caulfield teaches wherein the access manager 
includes a rules engine (determining whether the purchaser may operate the firearm, 
read as a rules engine see, col. 9, line 65-col. 10, line 45). 

The same motivation that was utilized for combining Agapiev and Caulfield in 
claim 1 applies equally well to claim 9. 

As per claim 10, Agapiev in view of Caulfield teaches the invention substantially 
as claimed as noted above. Furthermore, Caulfield teaches wherein the entity is a user, 
and wherein the user contacts to the web server to obtain a service therefrom 
(Caulfield, see, col. 9, line 65-col. 10, line 45). 

The same motivation that was utilized for combining Agapiev and Caulfield in 
claim 1 applies equally well to claim 10. 

Claims 11-13, 1 8-21 , and 25 are rejected under the same rationale as claims 1 -3 
and 8-10, since they recite substantially identical subject matter. Any differences 
between the claims do not result in patentably distinct claims and all of the limitations 
are taught by the above cited art. 
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Claims 4, 7, 14, 17 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Agapiev (US 2002/0120714) in further view of Caulfield (US 
6421943), in view of Gonzalez (US 6,260,041), in view of Zhu et al. (US 6928526), 
hereafter referred to as Zhu. 

As per claims 4, 7, 14, 17 and 24, Agapiev does not expressly teach wherein the 
cached entitlement information is in the form of a container. 

However, in the same art of data caching, Zhu teaches an efficient data storage 
system using container data structures (see receiving container, and segment 
container, Fig. 2, and col. 8, lines 48-57). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Agapiev with the teachings of Zhu for storing the 
entitlement information in the form of a container, in improve organization of the 
entitilement information and improve efficiency in retrieving the entitlement information. 

Claims 6, 16, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Agapiev (US 2002/0120714) in view of Caulfield (US 6421943), in view of 
Gonzalez (US 6,260,041), in further view of Irie et al. (US 6,092,099). 

As per claims 6, 1 6, and 23 Agapiev further teaches wherein each one of the 
retrieval clients (search agents, see U 0061) generates a protocol module to form a 
plurality of protocol modules (see search agent sends a requests, read as generating a 
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protocol module, H 0061 ) and wherein each one of the protocol modules retrieves 
entitlement information from a given one of the information providers that it is 
associated with using each of the information providers flj 0061, "The results from the 
search of the designated sites 704 are then parsed 706 and the parsed results are 
aggregated and presented to the client 708") 

Agapiev does not expressly teach the information providers configured according 
to a provider specific protocol. 

However, in the same art of search agents, Irie teaches a system for generating 
a plurality of search agent, wherein the plurality of agents may be launched one after 
the other for searching dissimilar data structures (read as protocol specific information 
providers) (see col. 8, lines 34-59). 

One of skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings of 
Agapiev, Caulfied, and Gonzalez, with the teachings of Irie, for configuring the search 
agents according to a provider specific protocol. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to retrieve the entitlement information from information providers having dissimilar 
data structures. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-4, 6-14, 16-21, and 23-25 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to BRENDAN Y. HIGA whose telephone number is 
(571)272-5823. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glenton Burgess can be reached on (571)272-3949. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Glenton B. Burgess/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2153 
BYH 



